analytically. Ostensibly, this is a well-worn subject. There are repeated pleas in the historiography for delinquent subjectivity and experience to be taken seriously, and for an exploration of how 'working class youth and their parents reacted to the process by which they were perceived and defined' (Mahood, 1995: 14) . Yet in practice, historians' accounts of resistance to institutional control have been constrained in various ways by the analytical framework described above: while authors such as Cox and Mahood stress the contested and ambiguous nature of hegemonic values and practices, they see them as ultimately inescapable. Resistance, in this context, is seen as a rational -and laudable -response to an 'oppressive environment', but ultimately futile. As Cox argues, 'to celebrate … episodes [of resistance] as examples of girls' power would be to seriously underestimate the power of the schools, and by extension the state, to deal with disruptive elements ' (2003: 98) . Delinquent agency, then, while not absent, is afforded strictly limited analytical significance; the focus is squarely on how institutional regimes successfully imposed their authority on their charges.
As a number of criminologists have argued recently, this understanding is problematic. In particular, it is in danger of constructing the delinquent as a cipher, with his or her agency reduced to a purely reactive process of resisting oppression. As Carrabine and Bosworth note, characterising resistance as a 'privileged quality of the human spirit' -in effect, as a gut reaction to 'relations of simple inequality' -does not do justice to the complexity of why and how individuals choose to resist. As they note, 'counter-conduct' can be motivated by 'pleasure, play and boredom' as much as by 'anger, rage, exploitation and injustice', and it has meanings for the individual that are separate from its 'objective' effects (2001: 505-15) . Responses to institutional power need to be seen as complex and variable, influenced both by the particular nature of specific institutional regimes, and by the individual identities and ideologies of those resisting. The existing historiography on residential institutions, by downplaying the historical significance of resistance, fails to consider this complexity. As a result, its accounts of resistance are empirically thin; there is little detailed consideration of the motivations behind 'oppositional' acts, nor of their multifaceted effects.
The argument which follows sets out to reconsider the analytical significance of delinquent resistance. Without seeking to minimise the coercive and brutal aspects of institutional power, it attempts to construct a more nuanced picture of delinquent agency and identity within residential institutions. The chapter begins by outlining the grievances around which resistance coalesced, and argues that it was
